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Jaspal Singh, a native and citizen of India, petitions for review of the Board
of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) summary affirmance of an immigration judge’s
(“1J’) order denying his application for asylum and withholding of removal. We

grant the petition and remand.

This disposition is not appropriate for publication and may not be cited to or
by the courts of this circuit except as provided by Ninth Circuit Rule 36-3.

This panel unanimously finds this case suitable for decision without oral
argument. See Fed. R. App. P. 34(a)(2).



We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review adverse credibility
determinations under a substantial evidence standard. See Aguilera-Cota v. INS,
914 F.2d 1375, 1381 (9th Cir. 1990). “While the substantial evidence standard
demands deference to the 1J, we do not accept blindly an 1J’s conclusion that a
petitioner is not credible. Rather, we examine the record to see whether
substantial evidence supports that conclusion and determine whether the reasoning
employed by the 1J is fatally flawed.” Gui v. INS, 280 F.3d 1217, 1225 (9th Cir.
2002) (internal quotations omitted).

The adverse credibility determination is not supported by substantial
evidence. The 1J ignored Singh’s explanations for perceived discrepancies, see
Garrovillas v. INS, 156 F.3d 1010, 1013-14 (9th Cir. 1998), did not base her
findings on evidence in the record, see Salaam v. INS, 292 F.3d 1017, 1024 (9th
Cir. 2002), and relied on minor inconsistencies that do not go to the heart of
Singh’s asylum claim, see Singh v. Ashcroft, 301 F.3d 1109, 1111-12 (9th Cir.
2002).

We therefore remand to the BIA for proceedings consistent with this
decision. See INS v. Ventura, 537 U.S. 12, 16-17 (2002).

PETITION FOR REVIEW GRANTED; REMANDED.
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